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FWP/Eostside Forests

Big Game Monogem ent - 3'd Meeting: Bozeman R3 Heodguarters
December t,?OtO

Attended bv: Tom Corlsen, Adom Grove, Denise Pengeroth, Eric Tomosik, John
Haber, Lauro Conway,Mike Thompson, Quentin Kujolo, Justin Pough, Tom

Whitford, Julie Cunninghom, Jodie Canfield, Chris Worth, Justin Gude

Quentin - He sent out the lotest "decision t?ee" document f or review and the
f eedback wos thot generally, orea biologists did not think thot habitot wos the
voriobf e of most concern in their situotions monoging big game populotions. The
feeling is thqt the FS stondards wehsve in ploce hove served to protect basic
hobitot ond whatever"new" stqndord replaces those, should serve to keep thot
stctus. There wos also concern obout f orage (guolity ond guontity) ond conifer
mortof ity relqtive to bork beetles.

Other specific concerns expressed by FWP ottendees:
. Enforcement of rood closures
. Plocement of roads
. Winter recreation (upper Gallotin)

FS feedbock - could hove o Forest Plon monitoring element to oddress rood closure
effectiveness

FWP guestion - Does the process we ore now engoged in help with FWP
porticipotion in trovel plonning?

FS response - Yes. Trovel Plonning is bound by the sideboords (e.9. stondards) in

the Forest Plons. The finol steps in travel planning are the closure orders.

FWP question - What obout the potentiol need for non-m otorized restrictions?

FS response - A NEPA onalysis f or new "stondords" (i.e. Forest Plon omendments)
con help identify those situotions where non-motorized use restrictions moy be
needed to meet FWP objectives.

FS comment - We need to work corefully with line officers to avoid using site
specific Forest Plon amendments to get around standords.



Decision Tree Discussion:

Whot should be o stondord versus o guideline? There wos o suggestion thot the
security oreos be the only standord since the numbers have some basis in reseorch.
"Wqnno do's" are desired conditions cnd con be coptured in guidelines; "6otto do's"
ore stondqrds thot you hove control over ond thot con be implemented of the
project level.

Whot obout thermol cover. The definition wos "mode up" by JW Thomos. Wa may
not need to seporate it out from cover ingeneral.

Decision Tree purpose is to try and oddress the real limiting foctor for big gsme
mqnqgement ond provide reqff irmation of sustoining the troditional 5 week general
hunting seoson.

Need to identify the oppropriote unit of onolysis ond potch size requirements if
needed. All are ok with using 40"L canopy cover os the proxy for big game hiding
cover.

At this poinf, we broke info 2 Qroups fo separately discuss SECURTT AREAS and
WINfiER RANGE considerafions.

Securitv Areo 6roup Notes

Dasired Condition: no displocement (from FS londs) of big gome ot any time of the
year.

Justin Gude - FWP reseorch in sw Montono showed thot open roqd density wos the
best predictor of elk distribution during hunting seoson; they used the Hillis
definition of security oreqs ond this wos not o strong vorioble in predicting elk
distribution.

Components of Security Area (Hillis porodigm)
. 30% of oppropriote "unit". Herd unit is best, but where that is not

documented, then fhe onolysis unit should be coordinoted with FWP to
represent the "best" depiction of the potentiol fall range (lower summer to
upper winter).

. ?5O plus ocres



o At least * mile from open motorized route (9/t-12/t dotes at o minimum;

yearlong is better (this could be a guideline); privote roods included)
. Some sideboords obout location of security oreos relotive to whot onimols

octuolly use.

Motorized Route Density hos o learing on elk habitat use in the summer, as well os

"foir chose" considerotions during the hunting seoson.

Cover discussion: Cover is importont, but doesn't necessorily need to be exclusive
to the "security oreos". The group agreed thot o better objective is to mqintoin
2/3 of the potentiol, desiroble conif e? cover over the spring, summer, foll home

range (including privote londs). We all ag?ee thot we do not wont to monoge oPen

grown forests or ospen etc. qs hiding cover. Distribution ond cove? potch sizes
shoufd be mutuolly agreed upon by FWP ond FS during project level onolysis.

Definition of hiding coveri screenqnimols; field studies in the eastern forests hove

shown thot 40% conopy cover (from photointerp) is odeguote.

Theref ore, the def inition is "ot leost 40% green conifer conopy cover (pole stze

trees or lorger) in forest hobitot types with on ecological niche supporting this
level of canopy closure. fn the event thot there is o loss of "g?een" conopy cover,
then the functionol attribut es (steening) must be field verified. Following fire or
bugs or harvest, a?egenerated stond provides hiding cover when on overogetrees
ore X'toll (literature suggests 5', but doesn't occount for viewing angle), or based

on field verification.

Forage Discussion - BfN ITEM

,i8



Winter Ronge 6roup Discussion:

Goal: Provide for (on FS londs) high guolity forage ottroctive to big game on winter
ronges ot the beginning of the winter period (!2/t-5/tb).

Adopt qrozinq systems to qchieve this oool
Bin rtem: n"ui"* 

"listirE 
re stondards r.lotio.to grozirg and bigrgome

Gool: Provide winter ?ange protection to moximize eff ectiva use of winter ronges
by big game.

Address oll fqctors, including motorized ond non-motorized recreation use

Winter Cover = >=40"/" conopy cover or best avqiloble
Mcintain 75% of winter cover on FWP defined winter ranges by herd unit os
defined by FWP.

Whot obout conifer colonizotion issue?
What about thinning cover on winter rrrlg?.s?
Con DBH be used os o proxy for height?

ff fess thon 50% of the forested portion of the winter ?angeoccurs on FS londs,
thon o discussion with FWP should delermine if more than75% retention is
needed.

W=ha+l o#' al|liir"i

NEXT MEETIN6(s) DISCUSSION ITEMS (Jonuory 18; Bozemon)

Rood density - still need this os o stondord?
Calving Areas
Migrotion corridors
Forage on Summer/FoJl ?ange
Procedurol guidelines (how ond when)
Other species (bighorn, moose, goot, ontelope)

Venue f or presenting to higher levels of both FWP ond FS:
Will need o document ond o powerpoint
Need to include the Regionol Office os well os eostside supervisors ond

rangerc from FS side; similorly Helenastoff ond Regionol stoff from FWP

ffi;wailFsi-. .'i#,ffi\i
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Memo
August 30th 2010

To: GAR Government Affairs Committee
From: Dennis
Date: B/3t/2010

Re: Streamside Setbacks in Madison County

The Madison County Planning Board has approved a recommended
streamside setback regulation for the Madison River and for the tributaries
and streams in the county.

The regulation sets a 15O foot streamside buffer area (a no-
disturbance, natural vegetation-only zone) and a 3OO foot
jurisdictional boundary (a building setback) along the Madison River.
Tributaries and streams in the county will have a 1OO foot
streamside buffer area.

The Planning Board will review a final draft of the regulation during their
meeting in September (the 27'n) and they have tentatively scheduled a
public hearing on the regulation for their October 25th meeting.

The Rest of the Story: Last night's decision came after a lengthy (2-
hours-plus) presentation by FWP staffer Doris Fischer. Ms. Fischer is the
former Madison County Planner and quite well-known in the area.

The presentation covered two FWP initiatives that ended up having a huge
impact on the decision of the Planning Board. In fact, the information I am
about to brief you on was cited over and over again by Planning Board
members during their deliberations before their decision.

First, Ms. Fischer briefed the Planning Board on and demonstrated FWP's
new web-based application called "Crucial Areas Planning System" or CAPS.
It is a web-based mapping application with many GIS data layers. The data
layers and sub-layers are populated with the following information...this is

not a complete list:
. 500 fish and wildlife species
. Vegetation communities
o Terrestrial habitat information
. Fisheries habitat information
. Habitat connectivity
. Stream connectivity



o Native Species Richness
. Species of Concern, including 11 species of birds
. Conservation Acquisition Targets
. Bio-diversity
. Game quality
. Wetlands
. Riparian areas
. Watershed integrity
o Human caused influences
. Energy development
o Energy corridors
o Transportation corridors
o Density projections out to 2024
. Legal Boundaries
o Hunter Activity & Expenditures
o Human Caused Influences (including 13 variables)
. Development
. Infrastructure

More layers are planned to be added to this application.

Ms. Fischer says CAPS is used to'support'the earliest stages of
development. At one point in the presentation she said that entire counties
in Montana have been identified as'areas of concern'for certain species and
habitats.

Ms. Fischer emphasized that CAPS is not a 'bible', and is not a stand-alone
resource, but should be used in consultation with local FWP biologists at the
beginning stages of development. She said one goal of CAPS is to enable
animals to move across the landscape more easily.

Ms. Fischer said CAPS can zoom in on particular stretches of streams and
rivers and get a "snapshot" of various wildlife values of the area, or, in the
words of Ms. Fischer, the ..."habitats we live amongst." She also mentioned
that CAPS is not reliable for parcels below 360-acres in size.

A key part of CAPS is a series of recommendations and guides from FWP that
are connected to each of the data layers...one specific item Ms. Fischer
mentioned is a residential recommendation by FWP to limit individual wells
and septic systems which will therefore limit human caused influences on
terrestrial and fisheries habitat.

Following that presentation, Ms. Fischer then segued into FWP's
recommended changes to Montana's Model Subdivision Regulations.



At this point it is impoftant to note that Ms. Fischer specifically stated that
these are recommendations and have not been submitted yet. (This will
come up later)

Basically FWP wants to be involved early on in the process of any and all
future development in Montana and they are using proposed additions to the
Model Regs to accomplish this goal.

Their proposal adds the following to the Model Regs:
. Design standards
o A Wildlife Impact Assessment (WIA)
. A WIA Waiver
. Buffers and Setbacks for water bodies (130 to 300 feet)
. Buffers and Setbacks along with density requirements for big game

winter range
. Buffers and Setbacks along with density requirements for native

grasslands and shrubs

To quote Ms. Fisher: "The smaller the setback range, the greater the human
encroachment." (This comment was cited several times later in the evening)

Ms. Fischer referred to these as'recommended standards'that can and will
accommodate development to'some degree'.

The goal, avoid habitat fragmentation (including winter range habitat)
through human encroachment by locating new development to existing
development and new open space to existing open space.

According to Ms. Fischer, the Appendix to these recommendations will
include rationale for each of the standards. She said that a Department of
Commerce lawyer has already said that the Appendix can be used as
Findings of Fact for the standards.

ShA ak& ststintiLnmr\d rtrics3f.-&tffi*F&ffi

Ms. Fischer would also like to create "Living with Wildlife" covenants for
projects in the Model Regs for habitat conservation.

Following this presentation, the Planning Board moved on to discussion
regarding the proposed setback ordinance.



Board members gave great credence to both of Ms. Fischer's
presentations. Members stated over and over again how the FWP has
"adopted the standard" for setbacks. "Listening to Doris made things
clearer." "The science is clear." "I liked what Doris said." These and other
comments were in reference to FWP's proposed changes to the Model Regs.
The Planning Board treated these recommendations as regulatory in nature,
in my opinion and based their decision on them.

Analysis: FWP's CAPS and suggested changes to the Model Sub Regs were
the deciding factors that pushed the streamside setback issue over the top
with the Planning Board.

The CAPS program is powerful, easy to use and represents a huge challenge
to the Real Estate industry. In my opinion, CAPS comes close to putting
FWP in the driver's seat when it comes to allfuture land use in Montana.

In essence, the program gives anyone and everyone the chance and the
tools to be a land-use planner. Depending on the issue or the species, CAPS
gives local planning staff the opportunity to become institutional objectors as
well as providing the public (or planning boards) with the ability to base their
objections on "science".

It's important to note that CAPS is not science, but rather a data application.
Science is verifiable and peer reviewed. CAPS is driven by data that is
collected, collated and applied by FWP biologists and technicians. To my
knowledge, the public cannot verify that data (as in, when and where it is
collected and over what period of time it is collected...a single observation, or
a long-term series of data-points that might identify a trend), and there
doesn't seem to be any peer review of the data by an outside entity.

In shoft, we are told to take FWP's word for it. However, CAPS is readily
available, easy to use and is visually compelling. And to the layperson, this
looks like science, feels like science and is therefore unimpeachable,

Any individual or company seeking to refute the conclusions of CAPS will
face an expensive and time-consuming effort, since they will need to hire
independent wildlife consultants, biologists and lawyers to perform actual
scientific review of and challenge to the conclusions of CAPS.

And, according to Ms. Fischer, all the other western states are working on or
are ready to deploy programs similar to CAPS. She also mentioned that the
goal is to decrease habitat fragmentation and increase habitat connectivity
and habitat corridors across state lines.



So, CAPS is on the ground and influencing land-use decislons in Montana.

I think the trend is clear to see; habitat and wildlife corridor connectivity will
dominate and determine land-uses across the western United States.

In short, if critters walk, nest, fly or swim across your land, your use of that
land will be severely curtailed. It doesn't take any stretch of the imagination
to look at this and similar initiatives and see that a proposal like Yucatan to
the Yukon is another step closer to reality.

Respectfully Su bmitted,

Dennis Carlson


